
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 1326 February 7, 1995
We ought to be able to be out tomor-
row night by a reasonable time, about
8 o’clock possibly.

We should mention that in our pro-
ceedings tomorrow on the effective
death penalty, there will be 6 hours in
which we would consider amendments.

On Thursday, we would convene at 9
o’clock. We would have a limit on 1-
minutes, and we would begin the dis-
cussion on prisons, and we could expect
to go late Thursday night.

On Friday, subject to a unanimous-
consent request, we would begin at 10
o’clock in the morning. We should be
able to finish our discussion of the pris-
on bill. The we would begin to attempt
to finish the criminal alien deportation
bill, trying to be out by 3. We will rise
at 3 in any event on Friday and we may
have to have a unanimous-consent re-
quest later on to facilitate that.

That would make it possible for us to
convene the House at 2 o’clock next
Monday and have a general debate that
would allow Members to be sure they
would not face a vote before 5 o’clock
Monday afternoon. We would hope on
Monday to finish the Criminal Alien
Deportation act and begin local law en-
forcement block grants.

We should expect a late night next
Monday. On Tuesday, we would con-
vene at 11 o’clock and finish local law
enforcement blocks grants, and Tues-
day could be a possible late night.

Obviously, we have been receiving, I
think, very good dialog, debate, and co-
operation from all Members. Certainly
the discussions between the leadership
teams, not only in the committee and
the minority leader’s office as well as
mine, have gone well. So let me just
encourage the Members to know this
represents what we consider to be a
highly probable schedule outcome, and
clearly we will try not to surprise any-
body. I think the 3 o’clock departure
on Friday is something they can by
very certain about, and they can be
quite confident they would face no
votes before 5 on Monday.

With those comments, I would yield
back.
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Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank the gen-
tleman. I would just like to add some
other items that we have been discuss-
ing. One was that we would like to be
able to have an hour of general debate
on the prisons bill by unanimous con-
sent, if we can get it, on Wednesday.
We would also hope to have the House
convene at 9 a.m. on Friday and would
be willing to agree to limit 1-minutes,
if that would be helpful to get us start-
ed on that day at an earlier point.

Obviously, we have got to get some
unanimous-consents to get rules up.
We would like to finish the criminal
alien deportation bill on Friday so that
Monday could be dedicated to the law
enforcement block grants, along with
Tuesday. Obviously, we have to get a
unanimous-consent. And we have to
agree to the rule.

We would like to have open rules, but
we are willing to agree to some time

limits which we can talk among our-
selves with the Committee on Rules
about so that we can assure everyone
that we can finish these bills when the
gentleman would like to finish them on
the schedule. But having an open rule
and requiring us to discipline the
amendment process would be a good
way for us to proceed.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, the gen-
tleman is correct. I do need to correct
my earlier statement.

On Thursday, the House will convene
at 10 and there will be a limit on 1-min-
utes. And we will be asking unanimous
consent presently for Friday, for the
House to convene at 9.

Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank the gen-
tleman.
f

HOUR OF MEETING ON FRIDAY,
FEBRUARY 10, 1995

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent then when the
House adjourns on Thursday, February
9, 1995, it adjourn to meet at 9 a.m. on
Friday, February 10, 1995.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
SCHIFF). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

PROCEDURE FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 729, THE EFFECTIVE
DEATH PENALTY ACT

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill, H.R.
729, be considered in the following man-
ner:

The Speaker at any time may declare
the House resolved into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
(H.R. 729) to control crime by a more
effective death penalty, and that the
first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill shall be
waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed 1
hour, equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. After general debate, the bill
shall be considered for amendment
under the 5 minute rule for a period
not to exceed 6 hours. It shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment under the 5-
minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute ordered reported by
the Committee on the Judiciary, and
all points of order against the sub-
stitute shall be waived. The committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be considered as having
been read. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the
Committee shall rise and report the
bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any
Member may demand a separate vote
in the House on any amendment adopt-
ed in the Committee of the Whole to
the bill or to the committee amend-

ment in the nature of a substitute. The
previous question shall considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

f

EXCLUSIONARY RULE REFORM
ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 61 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 666.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
666) to control crime by exclusionary
rule reform, with Mr. RIGGS in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-

tee of the Whole rose earlier, pending
was amendment No. 3 offered by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CON-
YERS].

Is there further debate on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Michigan?

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out,
first of all, that the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Michigan, if en-
acted into law ultimately, allows for a
good faith exception to the exclusion-
ary rule. I understand the gentleman
makes a distinction between how his
amendment is worded and how H.R. 666
is now worded. I will address that in a
moment.

But I want to point out that both
H.R. 666 and the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Michigan would codify in
some form a good faith exception to
the exclusionary rule. My point, obvi-
ously, is that if all constitutional
rights are not going to come to an end
under the amendment of the gen-
tleman, which allows a good faith ex-
ception to the exclusionary rule, all
constitutional rights are not going to
come to an end under H.R. 666.

Let me more precisely address the
difference between the amendment
from the gentleman from Michigan and
this bill.

Basically, though there is another
exception in the gentleman’s amend-
ment, basically the gentleman’s
amendment would codify the Leon case
which allows this good faith exception
when there is a warrant used by a po-
lice officer and that warrant is later
determined to be invalid. But the point
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